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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following communication is in response to Applicant's amendment filed 28 February 
2007. 

Status of Claims 

2. Claim 1 is currently amended. Claims 2-12 are previously presented. Claims 13-23 are 
cancelled. Therefore claims 1-12 are currently pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 2-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "the step for determining whether to allocate the reward" in 
lines 1 and 2 . There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Claim 1 
does not determine whether to allocate any reward. Claims 3-7 depend from claim 2 and 
therefore stand rejected for similar reasons. For interpretation purposes, the claims are 
interpreted to be dependent off the "rewarding" limitation in claim 1, line 4. 
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5. Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Regarding claims 1-7, it is unclear whether the reward is provided to the business or an 
individual employed by the business. Claim 1 directs to "rewarding the business" in line 5. 
However claims 3 and 4 provides the reward upon education and certification and appears to be 
directed towards individuals. For interpretation purposes, the term "business" in claim 1 is 
interpreted to include an actual business as well as employees of the business. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Land et 
al. (hereinafter Land) U.S. Patent 6,807,533 in further view of Siegel et al. (hereinafter Siegel) 
U.S. Publication 2002/0046049. 

Regarding independent claim 11, Land teaches a method for encouraging the presentation 
of a series of unpaid debts by credit officers. Land teaches that credit officers work delinquent 
accounts themselves and in various instances place them with outside collection agencies 
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(column 13, lines 13-24). As an incentive, Land teaches that the ability of the credit officer to 
work delinquent accounts is put on their yearly performance evaluation (column 1 1, lines 53-60; 
Examiner notes that obtaining a good performance evaluation can be considered to be a non- 
monetary incentiye rewarded to the credit officer). Siegel teaches debt collection techniques 
wherein customer service representatives receive non-monetary awards include performance 
awards (page 3, paragraph 0043). It would have been obvious to anyone or ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the Applicant's invention to modify the incentive teachings of Land and include 
the performance awards teachings of Siegel because Land teaches that the credit officers have 
performance evaluations and the credit officers receive incentives and achieving a higher 
performance evaluation is desirable to employees. 

Claim 12, Land teaches that the credit officers are designated credit officers that 
specialize in debt collection techniques (column 1 1, lines 61 thru column 12, line 18 and column 
13, line 1-9). Siegel also teaches that the Customer Service Representatives are employed 
specifically for debt collection procedures (page 1, paragraph 0003). 

8. Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Land et al. 
(hereinafter Land) U.S. Patent 6,807,533 in further view of Siegel et al. (hereinafter Siegel) U.S. 
Publication 2002/0046049 in further view of Shumway U.S. Publication 2003/0018574. 

Regarding independent claim 1 , Land teaches a method for encouraging the presentation 
of a series of unpaid debts by credit officers. Land teaches that credit officers work delinquent 
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accounts themselves and in various instances place them with outside collection agencies 
(column 13, lines 13-24). Land teaches performing one or more debt collection procedures to 
collect at least a portion of the unpaid debt (column 1 1, line 61 thru column 12, line 65); and 
selectively apportioning the portion of the unpaid debt that has been collected (column 11, lines 
53-60 and column 13, lines 13-24). As an incentive, Land teaches that the ability of the credit 
officer to work delinquent accounts is put on their yearly performance evaluation (column 11, 
lines 53-60; Examiner notes that obtaining a good performance evaluation can be considered to 
be a non-monetary incentive rewarded to the credit officer). Siegel teaches debt collection 
techniques wherein customer service representatives receive non-monetary awards include 
performance awards (page 3, paragraph 0043). It would have been obvious to anyone or 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the Applicant's invention to modify the incentive teachings 
of Land and include the performance awards teachings of Siegel because Land teaches that the 
credit officers have performance evaluations and the credit officers receive incentives and 
achieving a higher performance evaluation is desirable to employees. Land and Siegel teach that 
the reward provided to the credit officers and CSR are provided by the business who hired them. 
Land and Siegel fail to teach that the reward is provided by the collection agency to encourage 
giving them business. Shumway teaches a debt collection technique in which creditors contract 
with debt collectors to collect unpaid debts (column 2, paragraph 0021). Shumway further 
teaches that the debt collectors can provide monetary incentives such as discount pricing to 
encourage multiple collections being sent to the debt collector (page 2, paragraph 0022). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
Applicant's invention to modify the non-monetary inventive being provided by the business 
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employing the credit officers as taught by Land in view of Siegel to include an incentive 
provided by the debt collector as taught by Shumway because it still encourages the credit 
officers to forward more debts to the debt collectors for collection. 

Claim 2, Land teaches step for determining whether to allocate the reward comprises 
steps for: determining eligibility for receipt of the reward (targets); and if eligibility exists, 
allocating the reward (column 1 1 , lines 53-60). Siegel also teaches debt collection techniques 
wherein customer service representatives are eligible receive non-monetary awards including 
performance awards for debt collection (page 3, paragraph 0043). 

Claim 3, Land teaches that the credit officers are designated credit officers that specialize 
in debt collection techniques (column 11, lines 61 thru column 12, line 18 and column 13, linef- 
9). Siegel also teaches that the Customer Service Representatives are employed specifically for 
debt collection procedures (page 1, paragraph 0003). 

r 

Claims 4, Land teaches that the credit officers are designated and have expertise in 
collection (column 11, lines 61 thru column 12, line 18). Land also teaches that credit officers 
have certain authorization, which allows them to perform certain financial transactions (column 
7, lines 57 thru column 8, line 39). Official Notice is taken that certification is old and well 
known in the art. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the Applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Land and include certifying the 
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credit officers because it verifies their expertise and Land already teaches that the credit officers 
have certain authorization, are designated and have expertise in collections. 

Claim 5, wherein a computer device is employed to perform at least one of the steps for 
receiving the request, wherein the request is an electronic request; and providing the education 
(column 11, line 61 thru column 12, line 36 and Figures 9 and 16-20). 

Claims 6, Land teaches providing an incentive to the credit officer. Land fails to teach 
that the reward includes credit for use in obtaining a good or service. Siegel teaches that a 
customer service representative managing a debt account accumulates points, which are used in a 
report and allow for incentives and rewards (page 4, paragraph 0046-0047). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the Applicant's invention to modify the 
incentive teachings of Land and include the reward credit teachings of Siegel because it provides 
another type of incentive by allowing the user to build up points for a good or service still 
designed to encourage the collection of unpaid debts. 

Claim 7, Land in view of Siegel fails to teach that the reward credit includes frequent 
flyer miles. Official Notice is taken that frequent flyer miles are old and well known in the 
financial arts as a reward. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the Applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Land in view of Siegel and 
include frequent flyer miles as an incentive because it's a common reward desired by users in 
financial transactions, such as credit card transactions. 
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Claim 8, Land teaches selectively apportioning by the targets imposed on credit officers 
for collections as a percent to available receivables (column 11, lines 45-60). Land also teaches 
identifying a collection entity's amount, which is the total receivable for the credit officer's fees 
are taken (column 1 1 , line 45-60). 

Claims 9 and 10, Land teaches the use of "dunning" letters (column 12, lines 19-47). 
Land fails to teach subtracting a payment for letter writing vouchers from the debt owner's 
amount prior to providing the debt owner's amount to the service provider whom the unpaid debt 
is owed, wherein the vouchers comprise a minimum number to purchase. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the teachings of Land could be modified to include 
charging for the dunning letters because they are part of the debt collection procedures and Land 
already teaches apportioning the payment. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-12 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stefano Karmis whose telephone number is (571) 272-6744. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F: 8-5. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Alex Kalinowski can be reached on (571) 272-6771. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Respectfully Submitted 
Stefano Karmis 




